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OPINION 1338 

THRIPS RUFUS HALIDAY, 1836 (INSECTA, THYSANOPTERA); 
CONSERVED FOR THE TYPE SPECIES OF APTINOTHRIPS 
HALIDAY, 1836 


RULING. — (1) Under the plenary powers: 

(a) The specific name rufus Haliday, 1836, as published in the 
binomen Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufa [sic] is hereby exempted 
from the application of the Principle of Homonymy and of 
Article 49: 

(b) All type designations hitherto made for the nominal species 
Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufus Haliday, 1836, are hereby set aside 
and a specimen in the Haliday Collection, National Museum 
of Ireland, Dublin with the slide data, ‘Haliday/Haliday 
Collection/N.M.I. 20.2.82’, is hereby designated as neotype of 
that species; 

(c) all designations of type species hitherto made for the nominal 
taxon Aptinothrips Haliday, 1836, are hereby set aside and the 
nominal species Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufus Haliday, 1836, is 
hereby designated as type species of that taxon; 

(2) The genus-group name Aptinothrips Haliday, 1836 (gender: 
masculine), type species by designation under the plenary powers in 1(c) 
above, Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufus Haliday, 1836, is hereby placed on the 
Official List of Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Number 2276. 

(3) The specific name rufus Haliday, 1836, as published in the 
binomen Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufa, as conserved under the plenary powers 
in 1(a) above, and as defined by the neotype designation in 1(b) above, is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the 
Name Number 2996. 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)2067 

An application for the suppression of Thrips rufa Gmelin, 1790 so 
as to validate T. rufa Haliday, 1836 was first received from Dr L. A. 
Mound and Mrs J. M. Palmer ( Department of Entomology, British Museum 
(Natural History), London) on 2 April 1974. A revised draft was sent to the 
printers on 5 April 1974 and published on 31 December 1974 in Bull. zool. 
Nom., vol. 31, pp. 228-229. Public notice of the possible use of the plenary 
powers in the case was given in the same part of the Bulletin as well as to the 
statutory serials, to six general and seven entomological serials. Support 
was received from Dr K. O’Neill (USDA, Beltsville, Maryland, U.S.A.). 

On 27 September 1978 the members of the Commission were invited 
to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (1978)26, for or 
against the proposals set out in Bull . zool. Nom, vol. 31, pp. 288-289. At 
the close of the voting period on 27 December 1978 the state of the voting 
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was eighteen affirmative and two negative notes with one abstention. No 
Opinion was issued because of the comments of two members of the Com¬ 
mission. The comments were passed to the applicants who responded by 
drafting a new application which took into account the points raised in the 
comments. This revised draft was sent to the printers on 24 February 1981 
and published in Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 39, pp. 36-39. Public notice of the 
possible use of the plenary powers in the case was given in the same part 
of the Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials, six general and nine 
entomological serials. Comment was received from Dr L. B. Holthuis 
(Rijksmuseum van Natuurlijke Historie, Leiden) questioning the use of the 
term ‘nomenclaturally valid’. The Secretary (in litt.) explained that a 
‘nomenclaturally valid’ name is an available name that is neither a junior 
homonym nor a junior objective synonym. Dr Holthuis agreed with 
the definition but objected to its use until formally adopted by the 
Commission. 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 15 January 1985 the members of the Commission were invited to 
vote under the Three-Month rule on Voting Paper (1985)2 for or against 
the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 39, pp. 38-39. At the close of 
the voting period on 15 April 1985 the state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — nineteen (19) received in the following 
order: Melville, Brinck, Savage, Willink, Sabrosky, Trjapitzin, Hahn, 
Mroczkowski, Cocks, Starobogatov, Alvarado, Corliss, Ueno, Bayer, 
Heppell, Bernardi, Dupuis, Ride, Schuster 

Negative — four (4) received in the following order: Holthuis, 
Lehtinen, Kraus, Cogger. 

Late affirmative votes were returned by Halvorsen and Binder. 

The following comments were returned by members of the Com¬ 
mission with their voting papers: 

Holthuis : T still have to protest about the use of the term “nomen¬ 
claturally valid” of which I still do not know the meaning, and which is 
neither used in the Code and certainly not in the Glossary.’ 

Cogger. ‘While sympathetic to the basic proposal to conserve cur¬ 
rent usage of the long-standing Thrips rufa (sic) Gmelin, 1790, the solution 
proposed is both cumbersome and illogical, failing in its stated objective by 
associating the name with Haliday, 1836 rather than Gmelin, 1790. If “all 
subsequent [to 1836] authors have used the name rufa in the sense of 
Haliday but have referred to it as ‘ rufa ’ Gmelin, 1790”, I fail to see why its 
proposed association with Haliday, 1836 is less likely to “cause confusion 
among the many applied workers who use the name” than associating the 
name with Goeze, 1778! To suggest that the use of Gmelin’s rufa is inap¬ 
propriate (despite Article 18) while Haliday’s rufa is not, defies logic. Few 
modern workers, especially applied ones, are likely to refer to the original 
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descriptions. Further, the setting aside of the Principle of Homonymy, 
implicit in the proposal, is unwarranted and itself likely to lead to unnecess¬ 
ary confusion. Consequently I could support only the proposers’ first 
suggestion, viz. designate a neotype for Thrips rufus Goeze, 1778, utilizing 
Haliday material.’ 

Heppell : ‘I object to the terminology used in sections 1 a and 3 of the 
proposals. Why is the expression “nomenclaturally valid” introduced? If 
this is intended to mean “enabled to be used as a valid name by removal of 
the known obstacles to the use of the name as a valid name”, then we have 
the term “conserved name” (see Code Glossary). A name cannot be ruled to 
be “nomenclaturally” valid without altering the sense of the term “valid” as 
defined in the Code, where it is made explicit that a taxon may have only 
one valid name. I would also point out that “the specific name rufa” cannot 
in any case be a valid name for a species without contravening Article 5. 
Furthermore it seems unnecessary to use “combination” when binomen is 
clearly the term intended. The name of the subgenus is not part of the 
binomen and could be omitted here without loss. 

T also object to the stipulation “when corrected to rufus”: this would 
seem to preclude the possibility of applying Article 34b if the species were 
for any reason transferred to a genus of feminine gender, as the proposal 
specifically excludes conservation of the feminine form. The specific name 
rufa should be placed on the Official List as in the original binomen, despite 
the incorrect gender assumed for the generic name: this would be in con¬ 
formity with the Commission’s precedents, e.g. the specific name vulgare 
(not vulgaris ) was placed on the Official List as published in the binomen 
Octopus vulgare, even though Octopus is a genus of masculine gender. 

‘To avoid this misleading and periphrastic terminology, may I 
suggest that the Commission, if it accepts the proposals, should rule “that 
the specific name rufa Haliday, 1836, as published in the binomen Thrips 
rufa, is conserved for the purposes of the Principle of Homonymy”. From 
this it surely follows that the name is not preoccupied by Thrips rufa Goeze, 
1778, nor threatened by the provisions of Article 49.’ 

The Secretary replied: ‘The fact seems to have escaped general notice 
that we use the term “valid” with two distinct meanings: there is the sense of 
“conserved”, which may, and usually does, involve a factor of subjective 
synonymy, i.e. a conserved name is deemed to be taxonomically valid, and 
there is another sense (reflected in Hemming’s use of “validated”) of 
“nomenclaturally sound”. I have been discussing this subject with Holthuis 
and the latest definition we have of a nomenclaturally valid name is that it is 
an available name that is neither (1) a junior homonym in the family group 
or the genus group, nor (2) a junior primary homonym in the species group, 
nor (3) a junior secondary homonym in the species group rejected before 
1961, nor (4) a junior objective synonym, nor (5) a name that has been 
suppressed by the Commission. The great majority of available names fall 
into this category, and yet there is no place for it in the family tree in the 
Glossary to the Code. 
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‘A name that fails any of the above tests is nomenclaturally (but not 
necessarily taxonomically) invalid — “objectively invalid” of the family 
tree — and cannot in any circumstances be used (plenary powers excepted). 
But a junior subjective synonym may well be nomenclaturally valid and can 
be used by anyone who does not accept the synonymy. 

‘You propose the term “conserved for the Principle of Homonymy” 
in your voting paper. I should prefer to retain “conserved” for cases with 
a subjective element and say “nomenclaturally validated” here. Until 
the name has been nomenclaturally validated it cannot be treated as a 
taxonomically valid name.’ 

Ride: ‘I see no value in retaining a senior homonym of doubtful 
application merely on the grounds that it may one day be useful.’ 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references to the names placed on 
Official Lists by the ruling given in the present opinion: 

Aptinothrips, Thrips, Haliday, 1836, Entomol. Mag., vol. 3, p. 445 
rufus, Thrips (Aptinothrips), Haliday, 1836, Entomol. Mag., vol. 3, p. 445. 

CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (85)2 were cast as 
set out above, that the proposals contained in that voting paper have been 
duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the decision so taken, 
being the decision of the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 1338. 

R. V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
15 May 1985 



